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ABSTRACT 

According to John Friedmann, planning is meant to 
mediate knowledge and action, providing a conceptual and operational 
linkage between a certain body of knowledge and a certain set of 
activities in the policy-making domeU.n. This linkage articulates the 
knowledge needs of action and informs knowledge by translating amd 
processing pertinent insights gained from perusing available 
knowledge. The close relationship between knowledge cjid action in 
planning makes the planning knowledge base critically important. 
Whether or not educational planning is in crisis (like mainstream 
planning) , it is linked to a particular knowledge base with its own 
epistemology and its own set of structural and institutional 
arrangements for producing and disseminating knowledge. This paper 
argues that key elements in the knowledge base are being profoundly 
challenged at the same time that educational planning is undergoing 
some major reconfigurations. These challenges derive from an erosion 
of the philosphical consensus underlying modern social research and 
from questions raised about the prevailing structural, economic, and 
political arrangements for knowledge production and dissemination. 
Also, dissatisfaction with the existing knowledge base is helping to 
articulate new and different knowledge needs and generate a new 
knowledge culture. After reviewing the prevailing philosophical 
premises guiding the conventional knowledge base for educatonal 
planning, the paper assesses challenges to the philosophical and 
institutional elements of this knowledge culture. The paper concludes 
by speculating on possible concerns for a new educational planning 
knowledge base. (140 references) (IILH) 
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■V^rit* au'de^a des Pyr^n^es, erreur au-del&" 

(Pascal) • 

Planning, in John Friedwann's apt phrase, is aeant to "aediate knowledge 
and action" (1987, 4); it provides a conceptual and operational linkage between 
a certain body of knowledge and a certain set of activities in the doaain of 
policy --a linkage that articulates the knowledge needs of action and, in 
turn, informs action by translating and processing pertinent insights gained 
froa the perusal of available knowledge. It is this close relationship between 
knowledge and action in the concept and practice of planning that aakes the 
question of the knowledge base of planning so critically iaportant. As one 
looks to the future of planning, it is isnossible to ayoid facing, at the saae 
tiae, the future of the kind of knowledge on which planning relies. In his own 
■"•••■•"^ of the state of planning in the public sector, Friedaann not only 
reaches the conclusion "that aainstreaa planning is in crisis", but proceeds to 
identify "a crisis of knowing" as the first reason for this crisis in planning 
(1987, 311-312). 

Whether or not educational planning is in crisis as well, it is as inex- 
tricsbly linked to a particular kind of knowledge base, which has inforaed and 
guided both our thinking about, and our practice of, educational planning over 
these past few decades. As all bodies of knowledge, this knowledge base has its 
own particular epistesology (or philosophy) for judging what does and does not 
constitute valid knowledge, and its own set of structural and institutional 
arrangeaenta for the production and dissemination of knowledge. It is this 
coabinatlon of substantive and structural elements that suggests the notion of 
a "knowledge culture" (Sutton 1986), which shares with other "cultures" the 
iaportance of hiving a history of its own and of being tied to certain norma- 



live ■88u»ptlon8 and tenets. 

I mm arguing in thi« paper that key elements in this knowledge base are 
being profoundly challenged at the sase tise, and for sosevhat siailar reasons, 
as educational planning (and planning Eore generally) is undergoing scae aajor 
re-thinking. These challenges derive 

(a) froa an erosion of the philosophical consensus underlying aodern social re- 
search, i.e., of the accepted conventions and rules for the validation of 
knowledge about social and educational reality; and 
<b) froa questions raised about the prevailing structural, econoaic, and 

political arrangeaents for the production and disseaination of knowledge. 
An additional challenge arises out of the practice of educational planning 
where dissatisfaction with the existing knowledge base is leading to the 
articulation of new and different knowledge needs. 

The conteaporary challenges to the philosophical and structural orthodoxies 
in the knowledge base of educational planning, besides creating a good deal of 
confusion and apprehension for researchers, planners, and policy actors, also 
contain the seeds for genera\.ing a new knowledge culture that seeks to respond 
both to the challenges to the old knowledge order and to the changing needs of 
the practice of educational planning. This new knowledge culture recognizes, in 
the reals of philosophy, the f undaaentally contingent nature of our knowledge 
about social and educational reality and, in institutional and organizational 
taras, the critical importance of the twin principles of autonomy and par- 
ticipation. 

Before entering the argument itself, a brief definitional clarification may 
be in order. Where this paper speaks of knowledge, it means something different 
from "information*, even though there is substantial overlap between the twos 
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It is hard to construe any sensible definition of •knowledge* that would not 
rely on, and Incorporate, a significant asount of Inforsatlon. Nor Is this 
distinction seant to discount the laportance and utility of a nuaber of 
valuable treatments of the probles of Inadequate Information In educational 
planning, Including the results of the 1977 UNESCO sysposlus on • Information 
and Coaaunlcatlon In Educational Policy and Planning* ( Psacharopoulos 1960). 
This paper builds In some ways on the results of these and othtr earlier 
efforts, Including the comprehensive and rich study of •knowlec!ge networks* 
sponsored by the HEP (Hudson and Davis 1980). 

The point of the distinction between Information and knowledge, however. Is 
essentially that between description and analysis, or between an account of 
existing (or anticipated) conditions and an understanding of th^ relationships 
that help explain those conditions. Blurred as the distinction sometimes get, 
there remains an Important difference between these two sets of activities — 
•knowledge' and •Information* In philosophical, methodological, and or- 
ganizational terms. The Inventory of 27 Indispensable •informational bits* 
(Psacharopoulos 1980, 49) Is handy, simple and, as far as It goes, useful; 
these •bits* provide valuable Input Into, but no substitute for, an understand- 
ing of the factors accounting for, say, different prospects and patterns of 
employment across different social, ethnic, and gender groups, or for 
difficulties In generating local resources for educational expansion. It Is 
this kind and level of understanding that will make the difference between a 
largely technical and mechanical conception of planning, In which Information 
Is very much a commodity that •flows* In and out of the decision process, and a 
notion of planning that, while being fully and adequately Informed, alms 
further at an analytical posture for producing understanding as a basis for 

3 



ERLC 



6 



policy action. 

Ab a point of departure, the first part of the paper reviews the prevailing 
philosophical prenises that appear to have guided the conventional knowledge 
base for educational planning, and the nature of the structural and institu- 
tional a^rangeaents through which this knowledge base has been devel-^ped and 
sustained. This review is then followed in a second part by an assesssent of 
the kinds of challenges that have been and are being directed at both the 
philosophical and the institutional elements of this knowledge culture. Against 
the background cf these challenges, the paper will conclude with aoae observa- 
tions on what a new knowledge base for a new educational planning ought to be 
particularly concerned with. 



1. THE PHILOSOPHICAL AHD STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EXISTING KNOWLEDGE 
BASE 

Educational policy, In general, and educational planning, in particular, 
have tended to rely on a knovledge base that is characterized by a number of 
•or© or less explicit preaises about vhat does and does not constitute valid 
IcAOvledge, and by certain structural arrangements vithin vhich knowledge is 
produced and dissesinated. While not all of the characteristics discussed here 
apply to all kinds of knowledge-producing activities at all tises, they sees to 
represent a reasonably accurate typology of the conventional knowledge base of 
educational policy and planning. 

1.1 Criteria for the validity of knowledge 

In the vast array of what, in one way or another, can be "known", one of 
the basic needs is for a set of rules and conventions that specify what kind of 
knowledge is and is not to be considered valid. These specifications, which are 
part of the task of epistesology, have undergone significant changes over the 
history of human knowledge from the knowledge claims of religious mystics to 
those of nuclear physicists. They have also tended to vary across different 
domains of knowledge, as between, lor example, artistic and scientific know- 
ledge. The specifications of rules of validity that have prevailed in the 
knowledge base of planning have had a rather particular complexion. This 
particularity, which will be described in mere detail below, has had something 
to do both with what the nature of "planning" was perceived to be, and with the 
embeddedness of planning into the context of the bureaucratic -administrative 
organization of the modern state. 

5 
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This theelB applies, by and large, to educational planning as well. 
Isplicitly or, less often, explicitly, the nature of the task faced by educa- 
tional planners has been seen as requiring a particular kind of •appropriate* 
knowledge and as excluding certain other, "inappropriate" kinds of knowledoe. 
Given the patently structured and systematic nature of the planning process, it 
would have been hard to conceive, for exasple, that it sight be appropriately 
served by a knowledge base sade up strictly of episodic or anecdotal knowledge, 
or of the kind of knowledge that is typically represented by works of art or 
literature, or, for that satter, of the kind of "clinical" knowledge that 
physicisns and psychiatrists acquire on a case-by-case basis. Sisilarly, as 
will be discussed further belov, the prevailing use of quantitative approaches 
in educational planning would have seeaed to preclude a knowledge base that was 
not, at least potentially, susceptible of quantification. 

In the following, an attempt is sade to sketch the sajor presioes and 
criteria that appear to have guided the construction and identification of the 
kind of knowledge that has traditionally served to guide the action of planners 
in education as elsewhere. These criteria are derived or inferred fros the very 
nature of planning as it has manifested itself over the past twenty or thirty 
years and/or from the sore explicit postulates of planning spec;ialists or 
institutions about what they would consider appropriate kinds of knowledge. 
Overall, the criteria which have served to specify what is and is not to be 
considered valid knowledge in the context of planning are especially closely 
tied to a particular kind of scientific rationality. This rationality has a 
special affinity to the positivist tradition in the social and behavioral 
sciences which was historically shaped by an attempt to emulate the epistemol- 
ogy of the natural ciences; as Talcott Parsons put it in his (sosewhat one- 
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8ld»d) discussion of Hax Weber's work: "... there is not 'natural' or 'cul- 
tural' science? there is only science or non-science and all empirical know- 
ledge is scientific in so far as it is valid" <1977, 61). For purposes of this 
discussion, I see the legacy of scientific rationality in the knowledge dosain 
of educational policy and planning primarily, and with sose simplification, in 
the key role that is being played by the criteria of objectivity, prediction, 
quantification, cumulation, and control. 

1.1.1 Objectivity and certainty 

The first of these criteria specifies that knowledge, in order to be con- 
genial to the task of educational planning, must be 'objective". Whatever else 
that somewhat elusive term implies, it certainly means that such knowledge had 
to avoid being "subjective. " This implies a rather high degree of independence 
from ♦he observer, or the producer of that knowledge, sucn that it represents 
'reality" in its own right, as It were, and that others would be able indepen- 
dently and quite reliably to verify the existence mnd the nature of that 
reality. For example, knowledge about the volume, composition, origin, and 
flexibility of resources (financial or otherwise) would need to be established 
in such a way that it is not affected by the analyst's position, preferences, 
or biases, but in a manner that allows the information to be handled as a 
generally accessible commodity that was not susceptible to "subjective" 
interpretation (Parsons 1977, 64). The notion of "data", with its literal and 
accepted meaning of that vhich is "given", has become the terminological 
centerpiece of this conception of knowledge: That which is given can rightfully 
claim, and is accorded, the status of an independent entity which the observer 
or analyst can discover, reveal, and describe, but not udify. Notwithstanding 
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the fact that th© d»bat» about "realisa" in the philosophy of acience is alive 
and ^ell and far froa resolved (see Miller 1987), most of our literature keeps 
at least implying that the knovledge on which ve rely for purposes of policy 
and planning has to satisfy the criterion of being an objective reflection of 
reality (except for the inevitable and regrettable imperfections inherent in 
the process of observation and analysis). 

A variant of this Cii»^erion of objectivity is the norm ol certainty. Hot 
absolute certainty, of course, but enough of it to make such knovledge the 
basis for shaping, through planning, the future of people's and aocieties' 
lives and for allocating considerable, finite, and valued resources in some 
vays rather than others. There is thus, ideally speaking, little room for 
uncertainty, ambiguity, or equivocation in the knovledge base on vhich planning 
must rely: It vould be considered frivolous to base the development of an 
entire system of vocational training or re-training, for example, on the mere 
conjecture of a future boom in information technology production in a given 
country and its resultant manpower needs. In this perspective, indeterminacy 
and uncertainty have to be seen as fatal flavra in a body of knowledge that is 
meant to inform realistic and sound planning; if in a given context full 
certainty cannot be achieved, at the very least the possible margins of error 
need to be known. 

1.1.2 Prediction 

While the twin postulates of "objectivity" and "certainty" are widely 
shared across the world of policy-related knowledge, planning in particular 
calls for an additional property of knowledge, namely, that it should make 
possible reasonably dependable prediction or at least anticipation. The fact 

6 



that planning, by definition, has to do with developaents in the future calls 
for a knowledge base that iQust allow for, and facilitate, inferences froa 
present to future conditions. That quality, however specifically defined or 
expressed, is by no aeans characteristic of all huaan knowledge not even, as 
wore recent insights into the indeterainacies of physical processes show, of 
all scientific knowledge (Gletck 1987). For planning to be successful or even 
Meaningful, however, itii underlying knowledge base aust have the logical 
stability to perait reasonably confident "if - then" stateaents, and to perait 
extrapolation froa the status quo to soae future condition if not with certain- 
ty, then at least within aeasurable error ranges. Changes in units of aeasure- 
sent or units of analysis over tiae will obviously ruin this kind of extrapola- 
tion -- an occurence conwon enough as a result of involving different inside or 
outside agencies in the production of knowledge. Other possible distortions of 
predictability are less obvious. If our understanding of deaography to 
create a soaewhat bizarre illustration -- were such that it did not include the 
eleaent of aging, it is easy to see how that ki'^d of "knowledge* however 
refined, coaplete* and otherwise reliable it sight be -- would wreak havoc on 
any realiatir planning effort. Or, to be slightly less bizarre and a good deal 
closer to the reality of planning at least in soae settings: If our understand- 
ing of deaography had conceptually not advanced to the point where iv recog- 
nized the iapact of Migration (or lacked the analytical tools to treat migra- 
tion as anything but a random occurrence), it is easy to see hov« on that kind 
of a knowledge base, the effort to anticipate student flows, to aesess social 
demand for education, and to project the corresponding educational needs would 
deteriorate to an exercise in futility (Psacharopoulos 1960, 23-25). 
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1.1.3 Quant .f ication 

It SMM 9o obvlouB that it hardly bears stating, but It Is well worth a 
Moaent's consideration that the nature of the planning process as we know it 
imposes a rather ptrict Mandate ox quantifiability upon the kind of knowledge 
that planning is capable of using. This Mandate does not necessarily prescribe 
a very sophisticated type of quantification, since most of the data on which 
planning, in education at least, relies are relatively straightforward, though 
by no Means unproblesatic. And y&t, the very prenise that knowledge, in order 
to be 'usable' for planning purpose, does at least have to be susceptible to 
quantification draws a rather narrow boundary around the kinds of knowledge 
that would qualify under this criterion, and tends to exclude quite an array of 
possible and otherwise perfectly legitisate observations about social and 
educational reality. Host knowledge about historical processes and influences, 
for exaaple, is hard if not iapossible to quantify; key social conditions which 
have a direct bearing on education, such as the role of wosen, the cultural and 
social significance of different age levels, or patterns of verbal and non- 
verbal coMMunication reveal only one aspect (and often not the aost iaportant 
one) to quantifiable categories of description and analysis. I as not (as yet) 
arguing the isportance for future of educational aysteas of these and other 
elesents of reality that are siailarly hard to quantify; however, these 
exaaples do deaonstrate how the criterion of q* *ntif lability has liaited the 
reals of knowledge that is considered appropriate froa the point of view of a 
concept of planning that, for better or worse, has established quantification 
as one of iti key parraeters of operation. 

1. 1. 4 Cumulation 
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Lms •xpllclt than Bom of th« other points discussed here, b* ' xLl an 
Isportsnt legacy of the tradition of sclentl/.c thought to the rel*^ ihlp 
betveen knovledge and planning Is the Idea that knovledge Is to be cusulatlve. 
This refers to the notion that there Is to be an Identlf lF>)le and typically 
linear progression over tlse In both the voluse of vhat ve knov and the degree 
of cc^rtAlnty with vhlch ve knov It, and that as the aetaphor has It one 
generation of knovlf^dge producers stands on the shoulders of preceding genera- 
tions, v^iat kind of cuaulatlon vould need, of course^ a considerable degree of 
continuity and stability In both the substantive agendas and the Instruaen* 
talltles of knovledge production. For one generation of knovledge producers to 
be able to coaaunlcate vlth both Its predecessors and Its successors requires a 
coaaonallty of "language" that goes auch beyond teralnology and jargon, and 
consists of a rather basic consensus on vhat does and does not constitute 
knovledge vorth adding to the ongoing process of cuaulatlon. This notion, vhlch 
reflects the tlse-honored aodel of scientific progress, has undergone soae 
significant aodlflcatlons as a result of Thoaas Kuhn's vork on "scientific 
revolutions" and on the discontinuities Introduced Into scientific vork by 
paradlga changes (1962; see Holton 1978, 233-234; Foucault 1978, xlll-xv). 
These Insights notvlthstandlng, ve continue to encounter In the knovledge 
doaalns of educational policy and planning an lapllcit adherence to the Ideal 
of cuaulativeness vhere the persistence of certain aethodologlcal persuasions 
or theoretical "schools of thought" are concerned; Inferences froa saaple data 
or the notion of "huaan capital" are cases In point of knovledge traditions 
vhere concern for cuaulativeness seeas to have conferred special longevity. 

1.1. S Hanlpulatlon and control 

11 



The final ingredient in this reti oepective on the 'ideal" knovledge base 
for the pursuits of educational planning is its sanipulability. This observa- 
tion is not recorded vith a necessarily pejorative connotation, but it recog- 
nizes the videspread perception that, for knovledge to be 'useful' for such 
tasks as planning^ it has to be subject to control by the user such that its 
contents can be configured and re-configured as needed for specific purposes. 
In a simple exaaple^ it aust be possible fros a planner's point of viev to 
Manipulate the cut-off points in data on the age distribution of a population 
in such a vay as to sake it correspond to alternative structures of an educa- 
tional systea (6-2-4, 4-4-3, etc.). Siailarly, icr )¥ledge about the distributive 
characteristics of an educational systea (by region, gender, class^ ethnicity, 
etc. ) is rarely used in its entirety, but is typically segsented (snd sosetiaes 
re-coaposed) according to the interests and needs of a given user and to the 
priorities of a given policy. The saae is true, with instructive variations, 
vhere knovledge about the determinants of educational achievement, about the 
effectiveness of alternative forms of educational management, or about the 
impact of different modes and formulae of educational financing is concerned: 
Not only is the process of knovledge production determined by the investigator 
(vhich could hardly be other vise, although ics implications need tc bo pursued 
a bit further later on), but also the vays in vhich available knovledga is used 
are in large measure controlled by the user. This control is exercised not only 
through the selection of partial units of knovledge from a larger available 
universe, but also through the manipulation of the definitional and categorical 
infrastructure of the knovledge base (see the examples Ashis Handy provides to 
illustrate vhat he calls 'the imperialism of categories'; 1968, 177). Hov ve 
attribute meanings of greater or lesser equity to certain distributive charac- 
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terlstlcs in a eaaple of students, graduates, ox schools, whether we consider 
attrition from the school system a matter of the system < "push-out") or of the 
Individuals involved < "drop-out* whether we focus on student flows in teras 
of progression from one level to the next rather than in terms of the roles 
< school and non -school) into which graduates from one level get placed -- all 
of these and many more can serve as examples for the ways in which we manipu- 
late, for what may well be perfectly legitimate reasons, the knowledge base 
that is "at our disposal", and superimpose on it our own definitions of meaning 
to suit our explanatory and/or policy purposes. 

1.2 The structural characteristics of knowledge production 

As t..e preceding section has shown, we are dealing with a particular kind 
of knowledge when we talk about the knowledge base of educational planning — 
particular in terms of the kinds of criteria used to distinguish between 
"appropriate" and "inappropriate" knowledge. Mot everything within the wide 
universe of what is potentially "knowable" is considered suitable for satisfy- 
ing the knowledge needs of educational planning; indeed, there are some rather 
tight limitations as to what kind of knowledge qualifies. These limitations 
stem, in large part, from the close relationship between the bureaucratic 
rationality of planning itself and the scientific rationality of a "matching" 
knowledge system. 

I am arguing now that a similar set of specifications operbtes with regard 
to the institutional and structural arrangements under which this kind of 
knowledge is being produced, and that there is something distinct and par- 
ticular about the kinds of organizational settings in which the knowledge base 
for educational planning is being prepared and r.ustained. Here, as in the 
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previous section, acme generalizations will have to be sade across a range of 
different circusstances, but there sees to be good grounds for identifying sose 
central tendencies in the institutionalized capacity for knowledge production 
that Bosse has called "the administrative social sciences" <1978), and that 
Jinadu has described in his analysis of "the institutionalization of the social 
sciences in Afric&" (1985, 14*18/. 

On the vhole, and important exceptions notwithstanding, the kind of 
knowledge production that is of interest here tends not to be found on the 
research agenda jf universities. This obsexvation does not preclude sany 
instances wht^re university units or individual university researchers becose 
involved in research that contributes to the knowledge base of planning, 
through contracts, outside projects, consultation, etc. ; where that occurs, 
however, the inctitutional and political groundrules for such research tend to 
be set outside the university and tc differ sore or less sarkedly fros the 
sainstreas research in which universities norsally engage in their own right 
(cf. Bosse, op. cit.). Bore typically, the kind of research and knowledge that 
is of interest here is generated by a broac spectrus of international <inter- 
governaental or non-governsental ), statal, parastatal, or private institutions 
that operate outside of the regular university systes even though they say draw 
on university resources to a considerable extent. Within this institutional 
web, however, the state tends to play a rather central and often dosinant role 
especially, it seess, in sany of the societies at the periphery of the world 
systes (Cardoso and Paletto 1979; Jinadu 1985, 17-18). Not only does the state 
exercise control over the process of knowledge production in a variety of ways 
(by setting criteria, establishing required qualifications for knowledge 
producers, providing incentives and disincentives, as well as ouright regisen- 
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tation)^ but it ilso serves as the major source of material and other support. 

Considering that planning in the reals of policy is almost by definition a 
state function^ this is hardly surprising. This relationship between knowledge 
and the state, however, has some other aspects that are important to keep in 
mind. These include the kind of symbiotic relationship between knowledge and 
power that I have described elsewhere as a relationship of "reciprocal legitim- 
ation' (Weiler 1984). Thja kind of symbiosis, which applies generally to the 
relationship betwc?*n the world of power and the world of knowledge, seems to be 
particularly pronounced where 'administrative social science' and the knowledge 
base of planning are concerned, and where Bosse finds an 'institutionalized 
coexistence of technical -instrumental and legitimating-ideological functions of 
science' (1978, 30; 192; cf. Jinadu 1985 and Rucht's point about the 'dual 
deficit' in rationality and legitimacy of the modern state, 1982, 253). 
Because of the prominent role of the state in the production of knowledge in 
general, and in generating the knowledge base for policy and planning, in 
particular, the structural arrangements for the production of this knowledge 
have certain characteristics which relate directly to the nature of the moderi. 
state. Among these characteristics, the following discussion gives special 
attention to the elements of centralization, hierarchy, conservatism, and the 
transnationalization of knowledge production. 

1. 2* 1 Centralization 

The system of knowledge production that is primarily responsible for 
creating the knowledge base for educational planning tends to be, first of all, 
rather centralized. This has something to do with the perceived need for the 
standardization and homogeneity of the knowledge base; inasmuch as the planning 
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process it«»lf tends to be highly centralized it would be 111 served by a 
knoirledge base that would include, for exasple, four or five different ways of 
accounting for educational expenditures, or that defines "educational outco»es* 
differently in different parts of the country. Beyond assuring standardization, 
however, centralization also tends to have sosething to do with the need for 
exercising control over both the production and the utilization of knowledge 
<Weiler 1988; cf. Rondinelli et al. 1984, 1-2). 

Centralization in knowledge production does not necessarily asnifest itself 
in physically centralized institutions, such as the research or research and 
planning departsent of a central sinistry of education, even though that is not 
uncoason. The critical operational factor here is the centralized sonitoring of 
the process, reflected in the setting of rules, criteria, and priorities for 
research and knowledge production; such monitoring can and does take place 
through a wide range of institutional sechanisas, including contractual a-d 
consulting agreeaents with widely 'decentralized* agencies. To the extent that 
such sonitoring is effective, however, it will result, substantively speaking, 
in a highly centralized systes of knowledge production. 

1.2.2 Hierarchy 

By very such the saae token, and through soae of the sane sechanisas of 
centrilized sonitoring and control, the systes of knowledge production for 
educational planning tends to be rather hierarchical. Whatever the specific 
organizational arrangements say be, this systes tends to esulate for the donain 
of knowledge rather closely the kinds of hiersrchies of cossand that prevail in 
the donain of planning itself. Research agendas tend to be set authoritatively 
in both substantive and nethodological terns; the political or adninistrative 
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authority in charge of planning a national ainietry, planning board, etc. — 
defines wore or less explicitly the kind of knowledge that will be needed, and 
successful participation in the* process of producing that knowledge will depend 
on how closely these priorities are being followed. A Department of Education 
in a university aay conduct a rather significant and, in policy teras, quite 
relevant program of educational research through, for exaaple, its students' 
Master's thesee; by not taking it? cues fros what the Ministry of Education 
considers pertinent knowledge, however, that prograa has little chance of 
seeing its findings and results becose part of the knowledge base of education- 
al planning. This kind of hierarchical agenda-setting by the political/ad- 
ainistrative authority that is involved in planning further compounds the 
hierarchical tendencies that sees to be already inherent, as Gyaraati has 
shown, in the structure of knowledge-producing and other professions (1975). 

1. 2. 3 Conservatisa 

I would argue, thirdly, that the institutional arrangements for producing 
the kind of knowledge bas^ on which educational planning relies and, in 
particular, the role of the state in these arrangements, tend to encourage 
rather conservative approaches to the production of knowledge. This, again, is 
said without a necessarily pejorative connotation, but recognizes the con- 
straints that result from operating within administrative frameworks that tend, 
with varying degrees of fervor, towards maintaining the operational and 
procedural status quo. In any bureaucracy, and occasional exceptions not- 
withstanding, the cost of experimentation and exploration is rather high, and 
leads to a general tendency to stay with the tried and trusted rather than the 
new and unknctn. This tendency manifests itself in the operational quality of 
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adwiniatrative procedures, but also in identifying the kind of knowledge that 
is to underpin those procedures. It is safer to go with what has been used and 
found useful before, rather than incur the risk and the cost of possible 
failure that is inherent In all innovations. It is thus that "administrative 
social science' leans towards theoretical and Methodological orthodoxies, and 
tends to esulate the low-risk persuasion that is typically part of adsinistra- 
tive and bureaucratic subcultures. 

1. 2. 4 Transnationalization 

Hy final observation in this section has to do with the structural arrange- 
aents for the production of planning-related and education-related knowledge 
fros an international perspective. At a very general level, knowledge of sost 
any kind is almost by definition international; national boundaries have 
traditionally been quite permeable where the production, exchange, and dissemi- 
nation of knowledge is concerned. There is, however, a further and different 
aspect to the international nature of knowledge production, which has to do 
with the existing division of labor in the contemporary world system. As world 
systems theorists and dependency theorists have by now amply demonstrated 
(Cardoso and Faletto 1979; Vallerstein 1979; Chilcote and Johnson 1983), the 
contemporary world is i:haracterized by a rather peculiar division of labor 
between countries of the "center" and the "periphery" of the international 
system. This is so in the realm of economic production, and it is in i^any ways 
similar in the realm of knowledge production as well. It reflects the terms and 
constraints under which, in the interna<:ional division of labor, the state in 
dependent peripheral societies operates. As I <Weiler 1984) and others (Fuen- 
zalida 1984; Mattelart 1979; 1983; Hasrui 1975; Altbach 1977; 1987) have shown, 
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th» global pattern in knowledge production, particularly in what could loosely 
be called social research, is one in which both the substantive/intellectual 
and the institutional/organizational properties of knowledge production are 
largely dosinated by the transnationalized "knowledge culture" of the West and, 
sore specifically, of the social science establishment in Morth America and 
Western Europe. The result, in Kothari's stark observation, is "a homogenizing 
monoculture of the mind" (1987, 284). 

This "dependency" manifests itself on the one hand in highly unequal access 
to resources for research: financial resources, libraries, equipment, training, 
etc. More importantly, it is reflected in the adherence to epistemological 
premises, rules for the validation of knowledge, methodological precepts, and 
procedural conventions that are distinctly Western in origin. In his analysis 
of the social sciences in contemporary Africa, Jinadu speaks of "a reproduction 
of dominant expatriate social sciences", which has its roots in -the asymmetri- 
cal character of the international social science community as a structure of 
productive relations" (1985, 19; cf. Ake 1979; Bosse 1978, 206-207). Behind 
this asymmetry, however, lies yet another level of transnationalization, at 
which, as Escobar argues, the center produces "discourses . . . about the Third 
World as a m^ans of effecting domination over it" (1984-85, 377; cf. 383-390 
and the similar argument in Saia, 1979). A key issue in this discourse is the 
notion of development and underdevelopment in the Third World as constructed by 
the developed countries; we will have to return to this issue later on. 

This transnationalization in the realm of the content and theoretical 
orientation of knowledge is institutionally reflected in a network of organiza- 
tional arrangements in the fields of professional publishing, financial 
support, professional interaction, and scholarly training that tends to 
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reinforce the existing pattern of dominance in the substantive/intellectual 
reals (Bersan 1983; Amove 1980; Altbaca 1975; 1987). 

The more specific dosain of knovledge that forss the base of educational 
planning shares in this overall condition of dependency, but with an ejcacerbat- 
ing element. The kind of research on the results of which educational planning 
tends to rely --In the fields of demography, labor market analysis, cost and 
financial analysis, etc. is very much embedded in the kind of transnational 
system of knowledge production which I have briefly sketched above. In addi- 
tion, however, educational planning itself, as has been pointed out repeatedly 
<Weiler 1980; Bosse 1978, 207-220), has shown a particular propensity for 
adhering to an "international model* of operation. This adherence is based on 
the premise that, basically, educational planning is a process whose logical 
and conceptual properties transcend national particularities and can claim, 
with all due modifications around the margin, reasonably universal validity. It 
is not difficult to see how such a claim further strengthens the tendency for 
the underlying knowledge base to retain its transnational homogeneity. This 
homogeneity is one of the most striking observations as one peruses the 
worldwide literature on educational planning and on the kinds of knowledge 
needs that it suggests implicitly or explicitly. The theoretical models, 
research questions and methodological procedures involved betray a remarkable 
degree of uniform;Lty across a widely varying range of educational and political 
settings and circumstances; there is a firmly established "canon" of approaches 
to educational planning {"manpower planning", "social demand", etc.), and very 
little deviation from the precepts that have become associated with each 
approach <Davis 1988; Weiler 1985; Psacharopoulos and Woodhall 1985). It is 
interesting to note that. In a recent study of the state of manpower forecast - 

20 



ERLC 



Ing in eleven different countries, Youdi and Hinchllffe found signs of increas- 
ing divergence in forecasting strategies in the industrialized countries, but 
concluded that sost of the developing countries continued to follov the 
practices of sanpover forecasting for .durational planning that had been 
developed in the 1960s <1985, 258), As far as the periphery of the world systes 
is concerned, the philosophical premises described in a previous section of 
this paper sees indeed to hold sway over the doMin of educational planning, 
with such less variation than one would expect in a world that is otherwise 
such a cosplex and disparate entity. 

The reasons for both the emergence and the persistence of this hosogeneity, 
I would argue, have a great deal to do with the structural arrangesents for 
sustslning the notion of educational planning and for providing the knowledge 
base on which it relies. These arrangesents are characterized by (a) the 
isportant role played in the history o,' educational planning by international 
organizations, <b) the linkage between educational planning and international 
assistance in education, and (c) the transnational quality of contesporary 
educational or education-related research. 

It would go beyond the lisits of this paper to go into such detail on any 
of these three assertions. Mor does this sees to be necessary as none of the 
three, at least as a satter of fact <as distinct fros interpretation), is the 
subject of any sajor contestation. Virtually fros the outset of independent 
educational policy in Third World countries, international organizations such 
ss UNESCO and the World Bank have played a critical role in the developsent of 
national capacities for educational planning, and have explicitly or isplicitly 
saintained the universal applicability of certain sodels and approaches to 
educational planning. Indeed, fros the outset the International Institute for 
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Educational Planning (HEP) vas both a product and an inatruaent of thia 
coalition for the international propagation of educational planning a 
coalition in which, in addition to UNESCO and the World Bank and for soaewhat 
siailar reasons, the governaent of France and the Ford Foundation became aore 
or less active partners. 

It is in part due to the sane circuastances that educational planning 
developed euch a cloae relationship with international assistance in education 
(Weiler 1984b). While it is too simple to argue that departments of educational 
planning in developing countries typically owe their existence to the insis- 
tence of the World Bank or another donor that such departments be established 
as a precondition for educational aid, it is not altogether fictitious either. 
Whatever the original circumstances, there has remained a particularly close 
affinity at the national level between educational planning and foreign 
assistance, to the extent where, in many countries, it is the planning unit in 
the Ministry of Education that typically deals with external grants and loans - 
- a situation which, as Oamiba (1980) and others have shown, is not entirely 
free of problems and paradox. This affinity between planning and aid has 
effectively been another element supporting the international rather than 
national orientation of educational planning; it has, by the same token, given 
the knowledge needs of the donor agencies a particularly heavy weight in 
defining the appropriate knowledge base for educational planning (Hassan 1987). 

The third eleaent that has contributed to the worldwide hoaogeneity in the 
knowledge base of educational planning has to do more generally with the state 
of the international system of knowledge production, especially in those fields 
of knowledge on which educational planning tends to rely (Garcia Guadilla 
1987). Here, transnational homogeneity and a general adherence to the epis- 
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teaological traditions of the West are buttressed by a network of institutional 
arrangesents that range froa reseerch training (differential prestige of 
research training in graduate programs of the center vs. those in the periphe- 
ry) to scholarly publishing <the aost prestigiou-^ journals and publishing 
houses being located in the center countries) to research funding <thff vast 
sajority of funds cosing fros sources in the Center, and the criteria for 
allocation largely corresponding to the criteria formulated in the Center) and 
to the control over sajor international research enterprises such as the 
International Association for the Study of Educational Achievement <IEA) the 
•prevailing metaphor* of which, in Alan Purves' instructive account, is 'that 
it sees the world as an educational laboratory* <1987, 27). 

The overall picture, in conclusion, is one of striking homogeneity in the 
way in which knowledge is produced, disseminated, and utilized in the context 
of educational policy ar^d planning. This is not in and of itself good or bad, 
although it stands in stark contrast to the striking variation in educational 
and social conditions across the countries of today's world. Given this 
variation, it would not have been unreasonable to expect the knowledge base of 
educational planning to convey a more differentiated and variegated image than 
it actually does. 
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2. CHALLENGES TO THE ESTABLISHED ORDER OF KNOWLEDGE PRODUCTION 

Th» philosophical and institutional status quo that has osen described in 
tha preceding section of this paper is increasingly being challenged on a 
variety of grounds, and questions are being raised with Mounting insistence 
both about the prevailing rules of knowledge validation and about the prevail- 
ing structursl and institutional arrangeaents fc. the ^^roduction, disseaina- 
tion, and utilization of knowledge. Again, these challenges are by no aeans 
unique to that subset of knowledge on which educational planning relies, but 
extend sore broadly to socisl inquiry in general and to what we have earlier 
referred to as the •adsiniat:-tive social sciences'. They reflect what Kothari 
has called 'the deepening sense of crisis in the aodern knowledge system* 
<1987» 263), echoing sisilar sentisents froa observers as different as Pried- 
•ann <19a7, 312) and Poucault (1976, x). Theii aore fundasental nature does not 
sake these challenges any less weighty for the specific reals of educational 
planning; they carry with thes not only a sajor threat to both the preaises and 
the aanifestations of thf/ established knowledge order, but also the nucleus of 
new conceptions of knowledge and knowledge production. 

The challenges with which this paper deals have essentially three dif- 
ferent, but interrelated sources: (a) The erosion of the philosophical consen- 
sus about what does and does not constitute valid knowledge about i^ocial end 
educational reality; (b) the eaergence of serious doubts about the adequacy ol 
the prevailing structural and institutional arrangeaents for the production .ird 
dissesination of knowledge; and (c) a changing set of criteria and expectations 
on the part of the practitioners of educational planning regarding the kind of 
knowledge base that they feel they need. I will review the nature of the 
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challenges thit derive fro« these three sources in turn, and will try to shov 
in the third and concluding part of this paper how th-y aay begin to lead to a 
new conception of the knowledge base of educational planning. 

2. 1 The erosion of the Philosophical consensus on knowledge 

In ♦he history of husan conceptions of knowledge^ the second half of the 
twentieth century is Ukely to becose known as the age of an eroding consensus 
in the philosophy of knowledge and the esergence of what Paul Roth calls "a 
pluralist view of rational inquiry" (1987, 5). As Habersas describes it, the 
philosophical orthodoxies c*tho0e of Wittgenstein, Popper and Parsons no less 
than those of Heidegger, Sartre, and L^vi-Strauss" 1985, 133) have lost ground 
while previously "deviant" approaches (herseneutics, ethno-sethodology, 
critical theory, and various kinds of poststructuraliss) have advanced. The net 
result is not only a "shattered consensus regarding the canons of rationality" 
(Roth 1987, 2), but also a "new openness" or a "new cosplexity" ("die neue 
UnObersichtlichkeit"), where now "everywhere one deals in sore or less every* 
thing" (Habere is 198S, 133) 

But it is not all anarchy and randoa deconstruction; Habersas sees a nusber 
of aajor and parallel developments that stand out in tui^ "new coaplexity", 
including (a) the penetration of historical and ethnological perspectives into 
disciplines with a pronounced positivist tradition and a particular stake in 
generalization (such as sociology), and (b) a critique of rationality or, sore 
precisely^ of a kind of rationality which, by lisiting itself to a purely 
■cognitivist-instrusentsl" notion, has becose incapable of interacting with the 
realas oi the "soral-practicsl" and the "aesthetic-expressive" (1985, 134-137; 
cf. Roth's diagnostic of the Rationaiitttsstreit in the philosophy of the 
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social BclencM, 1987). Ashlii Nandy speaks along similar lines of the •sechano- 
■orphic' bias in Western rationality, which he sees as closely related to "the 
sasculinity principle in the Judeo-Christian cossology* (1978-79, 373). As this 
latter linkage has becose sore videly understood, it has made fesinist theories 
of knowledge an increasingly important eleaent in the current debate (e.g., 
Harding 1986; Farganis 1986; Hohanty 1984). 

The process that has led to this "nei^ complexity • in determining what is 
and is not 'appropriate' knowledge spans the last several decades and has 
involved not only Europe and North America, but increasingly scholars and 
critics in the Third World. An important benchmark in this process has been the 
now classical 'positivism dispute' in post-War German sociology (Adorno 1976), 
and its path is marked by such programmatic titles ss 'the coming crisis of 
Western sociology' (Gouldner 1970), 'the fallacy of social science research' 
(Gonzalez Casanova 1981), 'social science as imperialism' (Ake 1979), 'the 
social construction of reality' (Berger and Luckmann 1967), 'the archeology of 
knowledge' (Foucault 1969), 'knowledge and human interest' (Habermas 1978), 
'from outside the imperium' (Nandy 19fll), 'imperialism and sociological 
theories of development' (Sine 1975) — to name but a few of the more con- 
spicuous contributions to this debate. Habner traces the major phases of the 
philosophical debate from Wittgenstein's logical positivism through Popper's 
critical rationalism and Lakatos' critical f alsif icationism to the 'methodolog- 
ical anarchy' in Feyerabend's work (1985, 413). But the debate is not just 
among philosophers of knowledge. Dallmayr and McCarthy suggest that the current 
'crisis of understanding' is also a 'crisis of modernity' (1977, 10-11), and 
the intensely social and, indeed, political context of the issue of knowledge 
and its validation becomes forcefully articulated in the work of the authors 
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cited above, notibly in connection vith such issues as the relationship betveen 
knowledge and interest (Habersas 1978j MittelstraB 1975, 126ff. ; Nastansky 
1979, 77ff). 

This is not the place to pursue a dissertation on the contemporary philoso- 
phy and sociology of knowledge, but sany of the observations and questions 
vhich have emerged from this debate are directly pertinent to our discussion of 
the knowledge base of educational policy and planning in the age of "post- 
positivistic thought" (Phillips 1983). In order to desonstrate this, let ne 
return to vhat I have said previously about the criteria used in building and 
validating th'B conventional knowledge base of educational planning (see section 
1.1 above), and shov hov these criteria are affected by the kinds of tendencies 
that have so profoundly transforaed our thinking about knowledge and social 
reality. 

2.1.1 The liaits of objectivity 

An iaportant part of the contesporary transition in the philosophy of 
social science has been that ve have learned to consider the tise-honored 
criterion of "objectivity" in the study of social reality with a good dose of 
skepticisa going back to sose of Max Weber's early doubts (1904/1977), and 
reflecting the sore contesporary and education -related doubts about the 
possibility of scientific objectivity in social inquiry expressed by Kinyanjui 
(1980, 108). One aay or aay not share Roth's suaaary Judgment that, in this 
phase of the "post-positivist vacuus", "the account of objectivity and explana- 
tion developed by the logical positivists is to be rejected as philosophically 
passi^" (1987, 2). Even if one doesn't, however, it has become unavoidable to 
pause for reflection on how far the notion of a "unified science", of a basic 
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•plstVMOloglcal coHonallty between the natural and social sciences, say have 
limited and obstructed our ability adequately to understand social reality. 
This reflection stands to gain a gooi deal of Insight fros the extensive and 
rich debate on the relationship between "explanation* and 'understanding" In 
social Inquiry (Apel 1984; Winch 1958; Oallaa/r and McCarthy 1977). 

As part of this reflection, It Is well to realize that the construct of a 
social reality that Is Independent of tiie observer, and hence susceptible of 
description and analysis "In Itself" and without reference to whoever does the 
describing and analyzing, has demonstrated Its severe limitations; It has made 
way for the recognition of a more complex process of knowing In which both the 
Identity of the observer and the structures of meaning that prevail among the 
observed social actors play a much more Important role (Berger and Luckmann 
1967; Prledmann 1987, 312). Our knowledge of the reality we study and seek to 
explain re/lects not only what we see but also who we are our perspectives, 
*>i««"f priorities, nnd values and cannot claim an Independent and autono- 
mous existence of its own: "what one 'observes' Is Itself a matter of Inter- 
pretation" (Apel 1984, xll). While this Is, as we now know, true In the natural 
sciences to a greater extent than conventionally as^ It Is even more 

patently true In the study of social reality, where not only the very choice of 
what we decide to study, but also our conceptual, theoretical, and Interpretive 
frame of reference Is very much a function of what we as observers and analysts 
consider "Important", "relevant", or otherwise significant. That, however. Is 
In turn a function of the kinds of cultural, social, and economic factors that 
have shaped our respective Identities as Investigators (SchSfthaler and 
Goldschmldt 1985). 

Anybody who takes a closer look at the world of research dealing with 
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•ducatlonal ph»noaena could coaplle ■ lengthy list of examples. Looking, as 
Sara Lawrence Llghtfoot (1983) does, hollstlcally and in depth at the 'charac- 
ter and culture" of a single school produces a very different kind of knowledge 
about schools than what coses out of studying a nation-wide sasple of over 
1,000 classrooKS (Goodlad 1984) or out of the aicro-sociological analysis of 
organizational configurations in the work of Barr and Dreeben <1983); 'shadow- 
ing* students on a daily basis throu^ extended periods of their school ex- 
perience (Eisner 1985) reveals different aspects of the learning process (and 
its difficulties) froa the statistical analysis of the correlates of achieve- 
aent test scores (Heyneaan and Loxley 1983); reconstructing froa a ayriad of 
observations over tiae the coaplex web of school -coaaunity relations (as in 
Spindler et al. 1973) tells us different things about resource aobilizstion 
than what we learn froa structured interviews with teachers and coaaunity 
leaders (Ntuah 1985); and the role of gender as a source of disparity in educa- 
tional op;?itunity reveals itself differently in an intf?nsive study of class- 
rooB social interaction (Cohen 1986) than froa analyzing data on student 
achieveaent (Lockheed 1985) or on student flovs ov^r tiae. In each case, the 
different approach and vantage point of the analyst (s) aake for distinctly 
different findings and insights. While these findings aay well be coapleaentary 
(they are not necessarily), they illustrate both the range of legitiaate 
perspectives in analyzing the saae social and educational phenoaenon and the 
precariousness of any claia to "objectivity. * 

Ve need to go one step further and acknowledge that it is not Just the 
personal idiosyncrasies of the observer that intervene in the study of social 
reality, but that these differences of perspective have soaething to do with 
the observer's own social and cultural position and origin (Berger and Luckaann 
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1967, 19'-4S, 116)* Just as cultural background affects, as Gay and Cole (1967) 
have shown sose tlse ago, things as elementary as the conception of satheaati- 
cal entities, cultural and social background are salient factors in detersining 
the perspective one brings to the task of knowing and understanding social 
reality. It is therefore not at all trivial (or serely a aatter of tactics or 
appearances) whether the probless of an educational systes in a given country 
are studied by a teas of foreign experts or by researchers who have grown up in 
that country (Hassan 1987), Just as it sakes a difference whether the probless 
faced by woaen in an educational systes are studied by sen or wosen (Spender 
1982; Staudt 1985). The frameworks one brings to the analysis and interpreta- 
tion of social reality are neither unalterably given nor determined by univer-- 
salistic criteria. 'The debate on choice of frameworks is not a matter of 
appealing to some higher standards of rationality', concludes Roth his study of 
'meaning and method in the social sciences', 'it is a choice of how one wants 
to live one's life' (1987, 244-245). 



2.1.2 The limits of prediction 

By very much the same token, the los»f of secure dependence on the tenets of 
scientific rationality has undermined our belief in the predictive capabilities 
of social research; as the premise of the 'unity of method' between the natural 
sciences and the social sciences has become questionable, it has become 
problematic to think of 'explanations of behavior which allow predictions 
concerning future behavior' (Roth 1987, 3) be it the behavior of institu- 
tions, groups, or individuals. Our most elaborate models of voting, consumption 
behavior, or warfare have proven to provide little protection against sur- 
prises, serendipity, unexpected outcomes, and, indeed, banality, and it is 
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likely that this ia not due to faulty data, but to soae wore basic limitations 
in our ability to plot the future behavior of entities that are by nature even 
■ore unpredictable than atons, molecules and cells: »...the central concepts 
which belong to our understanding of social life are incompatible with concepts 
central to the activity of scientific prediction. When we ppeak of the pos- 
sibility of scientific prediction of social developments . . . , we literally do 
not understand what we are saying* < Winch 94). If this is true, it has 

important implications for planning in general and for educational planning in 
particular, where we have come to re.\/ rather uncritically on our ability to 
forecast not only patterns in demographic developments, but also, among many 
other things, in communities', families', and individuals' decisions about 
educational, vocational, and financial choices. While past experience and 
knowledge about patterns in previous decisions continue to contain helpful 
clues as to the range and thrust of what might happen in the future, our 
somewhat exaggerated beliefs in the predictive power of theories about social 
reality face less sanguine prospects <Klees 1966). Where the connection between 
prediction and planning is concerned, it may be more prudent to face up to the 
challenges of planning under conditions of uncertainty than to put excessive 
faith in the predictive powers of our knowledge base 



2.1.3 The limits of quantification 

Valid knowledge about social and edurstional reality comes in all shapes 
and forms, and is produced with varying degress of emphasis on quantitative 
measurement and numerical manipulation. The kind of knowledge base on which 
educational planning has traditionally relied, however, has typically had a 
distinct bias in favor of quantification not surprisingly, considering the 
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Inttllectui^l hiatory and logical properties of planning as ve knov it. A great 
deal of perfectly relevant and appropriate knowledge will continue to be needed 
and available in quantified or quantifiable fora for purposes ot planning. Even 
under the be^t of circusstances, however, there are important conditions and 
properties of a given social or educational situation that are siaply not 
susceptible to quantified seasaresent and/or analysis or, even where they are, 
suffer serious distortions when reduced to their quantifiable aspects (Janich 
1979). Let se give a few exasples. The discrisination of groups of people, on 
the basis of gender, ethnic affiliation, religion or other characteristics, can 
certainly be Measured in quantitative terns, using Gini indices o^ sisilar 
statistics. Very little is thereby aaid, however, about either the origins or 
the degree of entrenchsent of these patterns of inequity, or about their 
effects on the attitudes and outlook of those that are being discrisinated 
against; those aspects of discrisination tend to reveal themselves such sore 
fully and coaprehensively through the nediun of in-depth case studies of 
individual life histories or coaaunity and classroos interactions; while those 
studies do sosetises eaploy numerical indicators, their evidentiary quality 
does not consist of, or rely on, the statistical aanipulation of quantitative 
data. In reviewing the contribution of econosics to the knowledge base of 
educational policy and planning, Klees coses to the sobering conclusion that 
the kin ' of quantitative research that is typical of causal sodeling in 
econosics "^does not at all add to what we already agree on as a result of 
casual qualitative observation ... or the exasination of gross correlations" 
(1966, 601). 

Both in describing reality and in constructing ax*gusents, alternatives and 
coapleaents to quantitative seasuresent and statistical sanipulation are 
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•vailabl# and Increaaingly used: Narratives and visual /pictorial iaages 
< including fila) serve as instructively different and often richer foras of 
representing reality <Spindler and Spindler 1987); the tiae-honored instrusen- 
tariua of ethnographic research has provided increasing evidence of its utility 
in helping us understand educational institutions and processes in coaplex 
social conditions <Haclure 1966), and has gained added cogency through the 
interpretive approaches of ethnoheraeneutics (Bosse 1979) and the analysis of 
action as "text" <Ricoeur 1971; cf. Hekaan 1966, 139-155). The kind of arguaent 
that has been aade above for the issue of discriaination and disparity could in 
similar form be made vith regard to such issues as the identification of 
culturally and socially conditioned learning ispediaents, the sotivatlon of 
teachers^ the role of language in instruction, the cultural and social dynamics 
of attrition in schools, the conditions for mobilizing alternative resources 
for education, etc. It is obvious how, in foregoing the seeaing tightness and 
cogency of statistical evidence in favor of a fuller and sore coaprehensive 
understanding of a more limited circumstance, the issue of quantification 
enters directly into the broader debate on genera lizability vs. contextualiza- 
tion. 



2.1.4 Generality and singularity 

For the fourth element in this arguaent, I aa going back to Haberaas' point 
about the '^n France of historical and ethnological perspectives into those 
disciplines who had traditionally put special eaphmsis on their ability to 
produce theoretical generalizations. This refers to more than Just the shifting 
currencies of methodological persuasions, but reflects a auch more profound 
challenge to yet another aspect of the traditions of a "unified science": the 
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debate about the relative importance of generality and singularity in the 
creation of knowledge and about the priority to be given to the formulation and 
progressive verification of general "laws" or law-like stateaents about social 
reality. This debate appears under sany labels: the "sF-ecial" vs. the "gene- 
ral"; "theory" vs. "everyday life"; "nomothetic" vs. "id*»ographic"; "abstrac- 
tion" vs. "contextualization"; "continuity" vs. "discontinuity"; "breadth" vs. 
"depth"; etc. (Apel 1984; Winch 1958; Schutz 1967; Schfif thaler and Goldschmidt 
1984). The issue centers more concretely on what is more "important* in 
generating knowledge about a given field of social activity, such as education: 

To produce generalized statements about determinants of learning outcomes 
across a large number of cases, or tc capture the full texture of how learning 
takes place in a particular setting? 

To identify national or world-wide patterns in the financial returns to 
investments in education, or to reconstruct and understand the economic 
calculus that drives individual or group decisions about how much to invest in 
schooling and how? 

To abstract from a wide variety of institutional settings to arrive at a 
general theory of organizational behavior, or to understand how a specific 
organization's tasks inte'^act with its environment and the social identity of 
its members to produce a particular "institutional subculture"? 

To develop and refine models of population growth and movement on a 
national or international scale, or to understand the cultural, social, and 
economic factors that affect people's decisions in matters of reproduction, 
health, resource allocation, and migration? 

Of course, one could (and does) answer each of these questions with "all of the 
above", and point out (correctly) the complementarity of the different bodies 
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of knovl»dg» thit each of the options would help create. The real world of 
knowledge production, however, is a world of choices, finite resources, and 
competing priorities, and these choices and priorities are driven by profound 
differences of view on what constitutes the aost appropriate knowledge and 
should thus be high on the agenda of those who are engaged in either the 
production of knowledge or in supporting it and publishing its results. It is 
this agenda that is undergoing aajor changes as a result of the shift in 
eaphasis fros a prisacy of theoretical generalization and conceptual abstrac- 
tion to a counting preoccupation vith understanding the specific conditions and 
dynasics of a given situation within its particular context; Nandy's arguaent 
about the "esbeddedness" of technosystess is a case in point (1978-79, 384- 
385). As a result, we are witnessing in all of the social science disciplines 
as well as in educational research a changing pattern of research strategies; 
in-depth case studies, historical analyses, ethnographic studies, process, 
content, and critical incident analyses, and interpretive studies of both 
literary and social evidence are increasingly cospeting with the tise-honored 
approaches of hypothesis-testing in i.he context of saspling strategies that 
persit generalization to a theoretically defined universe with identifiable 
saspling errors. 

This gradual transf orsation in the modal type of analyzing social reality 
has sose iaportant iaplications for another one of the conventional elements in 
the knowledge base of educational pJannings its cumulative nature. In a 
"unified science", progress was marked by a very special kind of incremental 
growth in which statements about reality progressed or gained in terms of both 
their veracity (the degree to which they were not falsified by successive 
exposures to new realities) and the scope of their applicability (i.e., their 
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b«ing generalized to wider and wider ranges of situations). It is clear fros 
what was said earlier about the eroding consensus on the nature rf scientific 
rationality that this aodel of a linear cumulation of sore Mid sore secure 
knowledge has become problematic; the growing emphasis on the oistinctiveness 
of a given situation will produce a knowledge base that is likely to be ipore 
discontinuous, contradictory, and contingent. The insights derived from more 
attention to the "rich texture' of a given setting are not as easily and 
parsimoniously integrated and cumulated across different observations and 
settings as are the findings from a successive series of systematic experiments 
or a consistent set of numerical data; there is a price to be paid in parsimony 
and elegance for the insights derived from more "contextualized" or "holistic^ 
research. This is not to deny that knowledge does accumulate out of these new 
modes of research and inquiry (Schwemmer 1975); in fact, I am arguing that, 
while this different kind of knowledge cumulation is in some ways more cumber- 
some and less •efficient", it will in the end benefit our understanding of 
social reality more than the often false sense of security that we used to 
derive from the exercise of progressive generalization. 

2.1.5 Limits of control 

Finally, I had observed in the first section of this psper that another 
important ingredient in the knowledge base of educational planning was its 
manipulability, i.e., its being subject to the control of the user, which is 
exercised through such seans as selection, reconfiguration, and interpretation. 
I am not sure whether this circumstance is as profoundly affected by the 
epistemological transforsations and challenges of our tir as some of the other 
issues, except perhaps in the following sense. One element in the change of 
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persptctivea on knowledge, especially in the real* of social inquiry, is a 
greater consciousness of the role of the •subjects* of research (Buck-Morss 

1987) . This greater awareness has to do, in a sore iaaediate sense, with 
increasing concerns over protecting individuals and their rights fros intrusion 
by an increasingly inf oraation-hungry research coaaunity and adainistrative 
bureaucracy (US National Coaaission 1978; Haloney 1984) • , In a broader sense, 
however, there is a growing consciousness aaong researchers of the need to 
accord the 'subjects* of research acre of a voice and a role in the research 
process itself (Gianotten and de Wit 1982; International Forua 1981; SQlberg 

1988) . This •deaocratization* of the process of knowledge production through 
sore participatory foras of research would lead to soae curtailaent in the 
degree of autonoay that both the producers and the users of knorledge enjoy, 
and could be particularly significant in a field like education where it is 
quite conceivable that, once given the opportunity, teachers, parents, coa- 
aunity aeabers, and students aay well have soaething to say about both the 
nature and the direction of the research process and the ways in which its 
results are being disseainated and used. This aandat^^ for a greater involveaent 
of research subjects in the control over the research process goes beyond the 
doaain of the •protection of huaan subjects*. It is intiaately connected to the 
question of the legitimacy of the knowledge that is being created. In a 
particularly penetrating analysis of this issue ('Beyond African Faainesi Whose 
Knowledge Matters?*), Gran takes a cloae look at the link between knowledge 
generation and nover, and proceeds to deaonstrate the critical iaportance of 
participatory research «)s 'the only way to generate knowledge that would have 
sufficiant local legitiaacy to be the Lasis for sustainable developaent action* 
(1986^, 294; cf. Gran 1983). 
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2.2 ChiAlenoinQ thg gtructures of knowledge production 

The erosion of the episteMological consensus in social research in the 
second half of this century represents, as I have tried to shov, an isportant 
challenge to sose of our cherished and tine-honored presises about the knov- 
ledge base of educational planning. But this is not the only challenge? in 
addition, and in sose vays related to this first challenge, there is an 
increasing preoccupation with, and debate over, the institutional, organiza- 
tional, and political arrangenents under vhich knowledge is being produced, 
disseainated, and utilizr>c;. This second challenge has tvo conponents of rather 
different veight and cosplexity. 

The first, with vhich I will deal only briefly, is the challenge that 
results fros the changing technology of knowledge production and dissesination, 
particularly in the vake of the sicroelectronic advances of the past tventy 
years and of the availability and af fordability of highly capable nicrocosputer 
devices. This is a developnc; i that is well known and well docunented (Carnoy 
and Loop 1986; Collet . and Yip 1988; Grant Lewis 1988), but its full potential 
for the tavks of producing and aaliir^ available knowledge for purposes of 
policy and planning is as yet rather iaperfectly realized. The field of 
educational policy and planning is no exception in this regard. A good desl of 
progress has been aade in recent years in the utilization of sicrocosputers for 
the sanageseiit of educational systess, not only for purposes of data storage, 
retrieval, and sanipulation, but also for the sodelling and projection of 
alternative policy scenarios in education (Colletta and Yip 1988); however, 
there is still considerable roos for iaprovesent in the dissesination of these 
capabilities beyond the industrialized world and beyond a few isolated World 
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Bank or USAID project sites in the Third World, and in their utilization for 
training purposes. A special challenge lies in the utilization of the virtually 
untapped coaauni cat ions capabilities associated with sicrocoaputer technology 
(through electronic inforaation transfer, local area networks, etc.) for the 
iaproveaent of coaaunication within and between existing policy and planning 
systesB. It would be an interesting task to rewrite Roger Pritchard's proposal 
<1980) for an "international inforaation network in education* in .he light of 
electronic data coaaunications and networking capabilities now available or 
becoaing available; it would be a substantially different proposal. 

I would argue, however, that the obstacles to asking better and aore 
widespread use of these capabilities for wider and sore open coaaunication are 
and will be not aerely technical or financial; on the one hand, the capacity of 
sicrocoaputer a for effective inforaation at or age and accees tends to enhan e 
the influence of central policy and planning authorities; on the other hand, 
however, the increaaing availability and af fordability of very capable coaputer 
equipaent, and especially the acceas a. d coaaunication potential of aicrocoa- 
putei -based networks can present a significant threat to exieting patx^rns of 
influence and control, and can lead to considerable shifts in the role of 
different levels in institutional and bureaucratic hierarchies. This issue, 
however, already goes beyond the reals of the technology of knowledge produc- 
tion and the aanagesent of knowledge, and reaches into the probless with which 
the resainder of this section is concerned. 

These probless represent the second challenge; they result not fros 
Chang-* ng technological conditions, Lut fros challenges to the structi-res of 
knowledge production and to the noraative and political preaises on which they 
are based. I have described the principal characteristics of the prevailing 
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institutional order earlier in this paper < section 1.2): its close affinity 
with the state, its centralized and hierarchical nature, its essentially 
conservative orientation, and its transnational quality. It is these c irac- 
teristics that have becoae the target of growing controversy and opposition. 

2. 2. 1 The probles of hierarchy 

Perhaps the central thrust in this entire debate, and the core around which 
soae of the other critical tendencies have eaerged, is directed agaii. ?t ' he 
profoundly hierarchical quality of the existing order of knowledge produc ion, 
and against the structural consolidation of "knowledge authority" in specii:ic 
roles (the professor, institute director, acadesy aeaber, "expert", etc. ) or in 
certain institutional entities (universities, acadesies, research institutes, 
"think tanks", etc. ). This kind of insurgence found its by now classical 
expression in the student sovesent in Western Europe, North Aserica, and Japan 
in the late 1960s. One of the targets of the sovesent was the sonopolistic 
connotation of the professorial "chair" ( Ordinarius. Catedratico. etc. ) in 
whi-h was traditionally invested not only adsinistrative and instructional 
leadership, but also the very definition of the field oi knowledge over which 
he (very rarely she) presided* The iapact of this protest sovesent on the 
TMlities of the world of knowledge production has varied greatly fros one 
country to another, as has the longevity of such changes as it did bring about. 
In a global sense, however, it has cose to represent an esergent and continuing 
skepticiss of institutionalized authority of knowledge, ind of the kinds of 
categorical differentiation that distinguish experts fros laypersons, teachers 
fros students, the producers fros the users of knowledge, etc., and that sakes 
knowledge generation so such of a "dialogue of elites" (Gran 1966, 276). 
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ThiB procM has been accoapanled by the recognition of the enoraouely 
consequential nature of expertise and knowledge in more and aore areas of 
public life, and the resulting concern of the public over exercising at least 
soae control over both the production and utilization of that knowledge. 
Howhere has this trend been aore draaatically evident than in the field of 
nuclear research (of both the peaceful and the not so peaceful kind), where the 
obvious iaplicttions of knowledge production and knowledge use for the survival 
of both huaankind and its life space have aobilized popular activisa for 
greater control around the world (Nelkin and Pollak 1981; Kitschelt 1980; 
Nowotny 1977). Slightly less draaatic, but no less controversial have been the 
debates about aonitoring advances in knowledg^^ in such fields as biogenetics, 
pharaakology, or artificial ntelligence. The convergence of these kinds of 
apprehension with the erosion of traditional authority roles in the world of 
knowledge, together with a aore general desire for greater participation in the 
aanageaent of social futures, has resulted in at leaat ihe beginnings of a 
■ legit iaacy crisis" for the established hierarchical order in knowledge 
production (Becker 1986; Melkin 1977; Rucht 1982; Gran 1986). Against this 
wider background, it is not surprising to find increasingly arguaents for a 
broader distribution of research roles In the world of education, for seeing 
teachers and adainistrators as perfectly appropriate producers of relevant and 
valid knowledge about educational conditions and processes, for a general 
deaystification of expertise, and for aore broadly based participation in the 
production of knowledge (Herrera 1981; Fals-Borda 1981; Escobar 1984-85; 
Rahneaa 19B8b). 

2.2.2 Centralization and decentx alization in knowledge production 
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A closely related issue is that of centralization and decentralization in 
the world of knowledge. As generalizability and hosogeneity are no longer 
considered undisputed virtues in knowledge about social phenomena, and as the 
value of recognizing the particular properties and conditions of a given 
situation becoMes sore readily accepted, one of the stronger arguments in favor 
ox rather ce..tralized systess of knowledge production is bound to lose its 
cospelling strength. Regional variation and the particular historical, cul- 
tural, econosic, and social conditions of a given region or cossunity are being 
increasingly recognized as important ingredients in understanding and an- 
ticipating educational needs, aspirations, prospects, and probleas. As this 
happens, centralized national research efforts, with their often lisited 
ability or willingness to becose ismersed in local particularities, are not 
likely to qualify forever as the ideal arrangement for the production of the 
kind of knowledge on which realistic policy and planning car be based. 

Changes in this regard are not likely to be dramatic and swift, however; 
the track record of achieving and sustaining genuine decentralization in 
administrative arrangements is mixed at best; occasional accounts of success 
(Bray 1984; Lauglo and HcLean 1985) contrast with ample evidence of the resil- 
ience of centralized administrative arrangements (in education as elsewhere) 
and of the difficulty of making decentralization really work (Himmelstrand 
1981; Baumert and Goldschmldt 1980; Rucht 1982, 257; Weiler 1988). If this 
literature is any indication, we should not expect centralized systems for 
either L^lanning or knowledge production to yield easily to the demands for 
greater diversification and for move autonomy on the part of subordinate and 
more peripheral entities in the lastitutional order. The f «cter of methodolog- 
IcaA chaos, loss of standards, and intellectual anarchy will promptly and 

42 



forcefully be invoked to argue against any significant changes. 

2. 2. 3 Conservative and innovative dynaaics 

Against the background of vhat has earlier been said about the "new 
pluralisa' in our conceptions of vhat constitutes legitiaate knowledge, it nay 
be aore difficult to retain the essentially conservative orientation of 
existing institutional arrangements for knowledge production. As a vide range 
of research strategies (ethnosethodology, heraeneutic*interpretive analysiu, 
historical case studies, etc. ) are overcoming their traditional aarginality in 
the vorld of social and educational research, the preoainence of the experiaen* 
t'iil/quasi-experiaental paradiga and its associated hypothesis-testing ration* 
ales and inferential methodologies should be increasingly difficult to aain* 
tain. The nev openness of which Haberaas spoke (1985) is redefining the rules 
of the gaae for the competition among different vays of knoving, and is 
dismantling the special birthright of some over others (Phillipt 1981? Lenk 
1986; Roth 1987; Peyerabend 19^8; Friedmann 1987). Looking over the past 
decades at doctoral dissertations at leading faculties of education provides 
instructive evidence in this regard: While dissertations using 'unconventional* 
(Hudson and Davis 1980) approaches to the study of educational issues (histori- 
cal, caae study, interpretive, ethnographic, etc. ) were a negligible minority 
twenty years ago, they nov represent in some departments and institutions the 
majority of doctoral theses. 

2.2.4 Challenging the 'homogenizing monoculture' of the transnational 
knowledge system 

Perhaps the most significant and consequential challenge of all, however, 

43 



is th9 one that is directed against the hegeaony of certain conceptions of 
knovledge which has been characteristic of the transnational systes of know- 
ledge production that I have described above and elsewhere (Weiler 1984). From 
a variety of directions and persuasions, the powerful hold of a Western-based 
knowledge systea over the societies at the world's periphery is being increas- 
ingly challenged? Foucault speaks of "the soveaent by which, at the end of the 
colonial era, people began to ask the West what rights its culture, its 
science, its social organization and finally its rationality itself would have 
to laying claia to a universal validity* (1978, xii). As a reaction against the 
doainant and doainating discourses of the West, Escobar and others see a 
variety of •counterdiscourses* eaerge in the countries of the Third World 
(1984-85, 390-397; cf. Bosse on "Gegenforschungen" : 1978, 8 and passia) 
Overcoalng the •iaperialiss of categories* will, as Handy deaonstrates for the 
study of religious violence, open up a new and better understanding of complex 
social reality (1988). What is needed in overcoming the 'hoaogenizing monocul- 
ture of the mind*, says Kotharl, is "the reaffirmation of a moral universe that 
respects the plurality of perspectives and paths to truth* (1987, 284) a 
vision shared in Brenkmmn's call to 'relet ivize and reinterpret the Western 
tradition, which has staked its claim to universality' (1987, 230). 

These 'centrifugal' tendencies in the transnational knowledge system 
manifest themselves first and foremost in the claim to different and multiple 
paradigmatic premises and theoretical positions. A case in point is the lively 
debate about the notion of development that has been going jn for the better 
part of this past decade, and in which scholars like Kothmri (1974; 1987), 
Komenan (1977), Nandy 1981m; 1981b), Alatas (1976), Kurien (1980), Hettne 
(1978; 198S), Frank (1975), Rahnema (19d8a; 1988b), Escobar (1984-85), Gran 
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(1983; 1986) and Mny others have quite successfully challenged the conceptual 
monopoly of conventional Western models of thinking about development. Jinadu, 
another contributor to this debate, emphasizes the linkaqe between the prevail- 
ing conception of development and the state of the social sciences in the 
periphery; he speaks of "a view of development as incremental change in 
technological skills and efficiency and the consequent instrumentalist view of 
the social sciences that it encourages, (which) has tended to encourage the 
neglect of critical normative issues in development and in development theo- 
ries' (1985, 19; cf. Bosse 1978, 191, 198). 

This substantive 'counterdiscourse" has been accompanied by a variety of 
institutional developments from the establishment of research institutions 
like the Centre for the Study of Developing Societies in Delhi or Pablo 
Latapi's work in rural Mexico and others (see Rahnema 1988b, 362-364) to 
professional organizations on a regional basis (such as CODESRIA, the African 
Association of Political Science, or the Inter-African Council of Philosophy) 
and increasingly successful ventures in scholarly publishing originating in the 
periphery (including journals such as Alternatives and Educaci6n^ Empleo y 
Demerol lo Econ6micD and publishers like Tanzania Publishing Co. and the already 
venerable Presence Africaine). Many of these institutional arrangements benefit 
from external support provided by international organizations (the UH Univer- 
sity [UHU; cf. Hushakoji 19871, the International Social Science Council/- 
UNESCO, UHITAR, etc. ) and from collaboration with some of the more progressive 
Western agencies such as the Swedish Agency for Research Cooperation with 
Developing Countries (SAREC) (SAREC 1987), the International Development 
Research Centre (IDRC) (IDRC 1386) in Canada, or the coalition between the 
German Foundation for International Development (DSE) and the 'Kommission 
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Bildungiforschung mit der Dritten Welf of the (West) German Society for 
Educatlonil Reseirch (see Wulf and Schfifthaler 1985); while these support 
arrangesents certainly have the potential of creating new dependencies, there 
are indications that this risk has been thus far largely contained. However, it 
resains an open question whether these fledgling initiatives will manage to 
cospete successfully with what, on the other side, is a powerful new wave of 
Western-based transnational initiatives in the field of knowledge production 
and dissemination, represented by such formidable institutions as the World 
Bank (see Purves 1987, 24) and the Educational Testing Service (ETS) and 
multinational publishing interests like Oxford University Press, Pergamon 
Press, and others* 

2.3 Chanaino knowledge needs of educational planning 

There is yet another direction from which the conventional wisdom about the 
knowledge base of educational planning is being challenged, and that is the 
practice of educational planning itself. As that practice has, however slowly 
and imperceptibly, changed over the past two decades or so (Eide 1983; Weiler 
1960), it has generated the need for new and different kinds of knowledge that 
were not conventionally associated with, or utilized by, educational planning. 
Three examples will suffice to illustrate the point: As educational planning in 
many countries has, largely for reasons of political priorities and popular 
demand, moved beyond a mode of largely linear expansion and to the projection 
of different distributive scenarios, it has developed a need for a more 
differentiated and disaggregated data base and for at least some rudimentary 
insights into structural obstacles to achieving greater equity across regional, 
gender, ethnic, and class cleavages. I have my doubts as to how well and how 
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widely thi« knowledge need has ae yet been eatiafied, but there is no question 
about the need ha\*ing assuaed a good deal of salience in the winds of aany of 
the practitioners of educational planning (e.g.. Bray 1984, 87 and passim; 
Carron and Ta Ngoc 1981). 

The second exaaple is directly related to the widespread resource crisis in 
the educational policy of many Third World countries, and the resulting need to 
either plan for "steady state" conditions or for the mobilization of additional 
or alternative resources (Lewin 1987). In either case, the conventional 
knowledge base is inadequate: "Steady state" planning requires a better 
analysis of cost patterns than has traditionally been available to edvcational 
planners, while planning for the mobilization of resources requires a much 
b»tter understanding ox the possible sources and nature of such resources, and 
of the economic, cultural, and political factors that constrain or facilitate 
access to them. 

A third example has to do with an area that has attracted a good deal of 
rhetoric, but not too much concrete attention: The improvement of the manage* 
rial infrastructure of educational systems (World Bank 1988, 81*89; African 
Development Bank 1985, 19-21). To the extent that educational planning, as is 
increasingly the case in a number of countries, is charged also with anticipat- 
ing and providing for the managerial and administrative needs of expanding, 
changing, or contracting educational systems, a new and complex body of 
knowledge about organizational processes and institutional cultures becomes 
critically important. 

In a more general sense, educational planning is now finally about to 
recognize fully what, at least to some extent, had always been true, namely, 
that planning education means dealing with a "moving target* and with rather 
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high and basically unavoidable degrees of uncertainty. These uncertainties 
result not only fros Imperfections In our knovledge about, and understanding 
of, the present and future conditions of the educational systes, but also fros 
unforeseen and largely unforeseeable changes In the econoslc, financial, 
political conditions under vhlch educational systess operate. Those changes are 
not alvays as dranatlc as vhat educational planners In Nicaragua, Bangladesh, 
Chad or Ethiopia had and have to face as a result of the Intervention of 
natural disaster or external aggression, but they are non-trlvlal even In sore 
'ordinary" clrcusstances. The extent to vhlch both resource flovs and sanpover 
needs are affected by widely fluctuating world aarket conditions, the kind of 
Migration resulting fros drought and slallar calaaltles, or the vagaries In the 
anount, nature, and teras of foreign assistance all not only Introduce a high 
degree of uncertainty and Indeterminacy Into the planning process, but also are 
largely beyond the forecasting capabilities of even the aost sophisticated 
educational planning aod^l. 

There Is, of course, no knowledge base that can turn these kinds of 
uncertainties Into certainties, and create clarity out of profoundly aablguous 
clrcusstances. But there are ways In which a better understanding both of the 
sources of these uncertainties and of their scope and range can be generated. 
Knowledge about likely margins of variation In resource flows, manpower needs, 
and demographic changes provides an Important first step, ana a basis for going 
further toward the Informed construction of alternative scenarios. What Is 
Important In these scenarios Is not only the "If-then" linkage between certain 
assumptions (s. g. , about demographic patterns) and the Implications for 
enrollment, capacities, etc. , but also an understanding and specification of 
the grounds which the assumptions are being made. The practice of planning 
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under conditions of uncertainty requires a knowledge base that itself is 
prepared to shed the pretensions of certainty, and to adopt a sore contingent 
conception of its own role. 
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3. PLAHHIHG AND KNOWING t THE POLITICS OF UNCERTAINTY 



The previous sections have described what amounts to a sajor transformation 
in conteaporary conceptions of knowledge about social and educational reality, 
and to a continuing challenge to soae of the major premises for the definition 
and the institutionalization of the knowledge base for educational policy and 
planning. I have tried to show that this shift is of a rather fundamental 
nature in that it affects some of the most basic understandings ui what does 
and does not constitute valid knowledge, and of how it should most appropriate- 
ly be generated. What is equally important is the fact that this transformation 
is not the idiosyncratic product of a particular group or "school*, or of any 
particular country or region of the world; as our very cursory review of the 
literature has already shown, we are witnessing a development tha' is truly 
world-wide, even though it manifests itself, understandably enough, differently 
in different parts of the world, reflecting the cultural frameworks and the 
intellectual and social exp:«rience of scholars in societies as diverse as 
Indian France, Nigeria, the United States, or Brazil. All of this rich and at 
times confusing diversity notwithstanding, however, there is an overall 
convergence of themes and agendas that brings together the likes of Jdrgen 
Habermas and Ashis Nandy, of Michel Foucault and Arturo Escobar, of Peter 
Berger and Ha J id Rahnema, or of Claude Ake and Johii Brenkman in a profound 
questioning of some of the very premises on which our analysis and understand- 
ing of social reality has tended to be predicated. 

For those who, as planners, are engaged in, and committed to, mediating 
knowledge and action in important domains of public life, this challenge to our 
conventional conceptions of knowledge is ample cause for bewilderment and 
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reflection. Educational planning, once again, is no exception, and has no 
choice but to face the challenge that is present^^d by these changing parameters 
of its own knowledge base. As in all dileaaas^ there are shortcuts; faced with 
the precariousness of its knowledge base, it aay be tempting for educational 
planning to try to do without it altogether, to renege on the knowledge/action 
mediation role, and to just nuddle through. There are probably quite a few 
instances where this is already the case, and where educational planners will 
not be greatly disturbed by the aessage conveyed in the earlier part of this 
paper, for the simple reason that their approach to planning always had a 
rather tenuous relationship with knowledge to begin with. Those, however, who 
are acre seriously concerned with the basis on which their effort to plan a 
society's and its educational systea'r future rests will want to reflect aore 
seriously on the iaplications that the current 'crisis in knowing* or the 'new 
complexity* in the world of knowledge has for their task. This reflection needs 
to be Joined by those who, as producers of knowledge (regardless of whether 
they call themselves planners, researchers, or otherwise) will contribute to 
the further development, transformation, and sustenance of whatever knowledge 
base educational policy and planning will rely on ±n the future. 

This final section of the paper will not preempt that process, but will, 
against the background of what has been said before, point out a few directions 
which this reflection may usefully pursue. There is no easy anci quick way to 
reap the benefits of this kind of exercise; if we are to do this right, we are 
in for a difficult and extended search, during which the day-to-day tasks of 
planning cannot simply be suspended, but will have to go on as best as pos- 
sible. But we really don't have any option but to embark on this arduous road. 
Dealing with the future of something as precious and crucial as education dc.3 
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not permit nay ^ilutiona or false certainties. 

3« 1 The chance of the 'new openness* 

In a very concrete sense, there should be something liberating about the 
new openness and the new pluralism that has emerged around the issue of 
knowledge validation. To be 'jure, orthodoxies provide a sense of security, and 
they have dontt that after a j..ion where the conventional knowledge base of 
educational planning was concerned. But they also tend to have c stifling 
effect, and we have seen evidence of this as well. The new acceptability of a 
much wider range of rules for validating knowledge, of epistemological posi- 
tions and methodological approache^^. should be able to free up creative 
energies in the pursuit and the creation of a new knowledge base that is much 
more open to the explanatory and interpretive power of different approaches. 
Thus, far from seeking new orthodoxies, there is a strong ^.ase fcr maximizing 
and for seeking to expand the range of access tc the complex reality that 
educational developme represents, and for systematically ^Aploring both the 
complementarities and the contradictions that this diverse "marketplace of 
ideas" (Klees 1986, 605; represents. 

3-2 Unlearning the old knowledge culture of Planning 

It will be difficult, however, simply to withdraw to a position of a "new 
comprehensiveness" — letting "a thousand fJowers bloom", as it were a^io to 
escape the need for setting priorities and for making choices where the 
creation of the future knowledge base of educational planning is concerned. 
This process will, first of all, require a certain amount of "unlearning" and 
of detachment irom the overly rigid adherence to principles of scientific 



rationality and of the ideals of a "unified science". Given th dominant role 
which such criteria as generalizabiiity, prediction, universality, quan- 
tification, etc. have played in the history of planning-related knowledge, it 
will require a aajor effort to establish the relativity cf these criteria and 
th€' adequacy of alternative criteria for the validation of knoweldge, such as 
depth of situational understanding, contextual integrity, legitimacy, or 
cultural specificity. Planning in general, and educational planning in par- 
ticular, is likfly to have a particularly hard time in this unlearning process 
because of the close ties between some of the universalistic premises of many 
planning models (not to mention their embeddedness in structures that are 
governed by principles of bureaucratic rationality) and the universalistic 
knowledge claims of the scientific tradition in social inquiry. What Sinsheiner 
says about our "addiction to technology" (1978) and Friedmann's point about the 
"escape route" of "salvation by technology" (1987, 313) is pertinent in this 
respect, as is Nandy's appeal to the "recessive elements in the Western 
orientation to technology" (or •'the other tradition of the West", 1978-79, 375- 
377); the belief in technical solutions to what are essentially ron-technical 
problems has been an important ingredient in the "culture of planning", and is 
likely to be a major obstacle on the way to a more comprehensive or encom- 
passing knowledge base. 



3.3 Contingent knowledge 

Drawing one of the more important lessonfi from studying the transformation 
of our contemporary knowledge culture, it seems particularly important to 
recognize the basic "contingency" of our knowledge about social and educational 
reality (HQbner 1985, 105-106, 413). By this I mean two things. The first has 
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to do with the critical role of the observer's and analyst's social and 
cultural identi' y and its effect on the process and the outcose of knowledge 
generation. If we accept, as now seess clear that we must, the basic premise 
that reality is socially defined, then we also have to heed the kind of 
implication that this entails: 

"... the definitions <of reality) are always embodied, that is, 
concrete individuals and groups of individuals serve as definers of 
reality. To understand the state of the socially constructed universe 
at any given time, or its change over time, one must understand the 
social organization that permits the definers to do their defining. Put 
a little crudely, it is essential to keep pushing questions about the 
historically available conceptualizations of reality from the abstract 
■What?' to the sociologically concrete "Says who?" (Berger and Luckmann 
1967, 116) 

There simply is no acceptable excuse for disregarding, in our construction of 
the knowledge base for planning, the identity, the frames of reference, and the 
agenda of those who produce the knowledge, and our assessment of the adequacy 
of that knowledge base will be remits if it does include that added 
dimension of understanding. The observer's cultural frame nf reference, 
organizational affiliation, gender, and social class do matter not only as a 
means of gauging "biases" in the observation, but also as a basis for under- 
standing how choices of definitions, methods, and interpretations are made, and 
how these choices move a piece of analysis into a very specific direction. 

The second aspect of the "contingency" of our knowledge base has to do with 
what, in its broadest sense, is the relationship between knowledge and power, 
and with the fact that. Just as we can not abstract our notion of knowledge 
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£ro» th» ia?ntity of its producer, we cannot deal with ki.owxedge in isolation 
from the relationships of power in vhich it is ewbedded. .hese relationships 
work both ways: In one sense, knowledge and the particular form it takes is the 
Hfisult of patterns of econosic and political power < through such Mechanisms as 
funding, accreditation, publication, censorship, etc.); in another sense, 
knowledge becomes a source of power (through such devices as expertise, policy 
advice, and justification): "Content of knowledge matters, but so does its 
legitimacy and its political impact" <Gran 1986, 287). 

^•^ Critical discourses: Development and gender 

Considering the centrality of education in the process of social change, 
educational policy and planning has no choice but to be systematically and 
critically exposed to some of the key debates in today's world of social 
knowledge. I mention two of those, both as illustrations and because I consider 
them particularly important: The debate on the notion and concept of develop- 
ment, and the growing preoccupation with the role of gender in the production 
and utilization of knowledge. There are references to both of those debates and 
to some of the key issues in them in earlier parts of this paper, and a small 
sample of the pertinent literature has been cited. Just as, in an earlier 
phase, educational planning saw itself very much as part of the (earlier) 
discourse on development that was centered on economic growth and the increase 
in technological rationality, it will now have to come to terms with a dis- 
course on development which, as we have seen in the works of Kothari, Hettne, 
Gran, Bosse and others, is much more geared to considerations of autonomy, 
participation, ecology, and distributive justice (and which has, .not coinciden- 
tally, moved much closer to the discourse on peace cf. Hettne 1985; Bosse 

55 



ERiC 



1978, 37ff. ). Similarly, the reflection on a new knowledge base for educational 
policy and planning cannot afford to disregard the important contributions that 
are being sade by feminist scholars to a auch better understanding of the role 
of gender in the construction of social and educational reality including, 
incidentally, the discourse about development. This has only sarginaliy to do 
with paying attention to the educational condition and prospects of women in a 
given society, but much more fundamentally with a better understanding of the 
many ways in which elements of patriarchy have pervaded our conception of such 
issues as performance, achieve^^ent, success, competition, and, indeed, know- 
ledge. The five "research programs' that Sandra Harding describes are a good 
illustration of the kinds cf questions that a gender -conscious effort at 
reconstructing the knowledge base of educational policy and planning might 
address (1966, 20-24). 

3.5 The de-transnationalization of knowledge 

It is no coincidence that, in the previous sections of this paper, ^he 
issue oz the transnationalization of the production and dissemination of 
knowledge has claimed so much space. Its basic homogeneity is one of the most 
prjminent characteristics of the existing knowledge system, and one that is 
most closely tied to the overall hegemonic quality of the modern world system. 
At the same time, the growing opposition to this homogeneity from within both 
the center and the periphery of the world system is one of the most momentous 
elements in the overall challenge to the existing order of knowledge produc- 
tion. Consequently, any attempt to move towards a new and more adequate 
knowledge base for educational policy and planning will have to take cognizance 
of this process of global "decentralization" in terms of both greater substrn- 
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live heterogeneity and diversity of paradigms, theoriea, and methodologies, and 
of a gradual loosening of the structural cohesion of the system in the direc- 
tion of more regionalized and localized arrangements for knowledge production, 
dissemination, and collaboration. 

It behooves educational policy and planning in particular to share actively 
in this process, both in order to compensate for its excessive earlier ad- 
herence to global models and ways of thought, and in order to help provide the 
core of new capacities for knowledge production in the periphery. For reasons 
discussed earlier, much education-related research will continue to be under 
the auspices of the powerful transnational system of knowledge production. To 
counteract this continuing tendency, a concerted effort of national and 
international institutions vill be needed in order actively to support the 
development and dissemination of the kinds of "counterdiscourses" which were 
discussed earlier. An important part of this effort would be to prevent these 
counterdiscourses from becoming coopted by the existing transnational system, 
as Escobar claims happened to such notions afi that of "basic needs" and 
"participation in development" (1984-85, 390-391). The roles that organizations 
like the UK University, SAREC, lORC, and university-based programs like 
"Plldagogik Dritte Welt" in Frankfurt (SOlberg 1988) or SIDEC at Stanford have 
tried to play in this respect provide instructive lessons for the future of the 
effort. It would be natural for the HEP to assume a responsibility of critical 
leadership in this regard; its work to strengthen the local capabilities for 
planning-relmted research in Third World countries has made some important 
contributions already, but a great deal remains to be done in terms of both 
substantive reflection and inspiration and of institutional assistance and 
•ncou r agemen t « 
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3.6 Knowled'^g and woralltv 

Reflecting a wider and growing apprehension, both Habermas and Nandy are, 
as we have seen, deeply troubled over what the latter calls "the new schizoid 
orientation to science < which) separated the spheres of morality and science, 
and left the latter free to define its own ethics in terss of the needs of 
science and the secular demands of the individual and the state' <Nandy 1978- 
79, 374-375; c£. Habersa^ 1985, 136-137; 1970), The exclusion of ethical and 
normative concerns from the realm of scientifically acceptable knowledge has 
had a debilitating effect on attempts to come to terms with the patei tly value- 
laden realities of social change and education. Ovei coming this handicap is not 
merely a matter of renouncing the fiction of 'vplue-free' knowledge about 
social reality along the lines of what was said earlier about the social 
construction of reality. It also requires an explicit commitment to incorporat- 
ing the values — both the observers' and the observed social actors' 1 in 
our designs for research and analysis. Studies of disparity that reflect both 
the authors' commitment to equitable social conditions .nd the actors' varying 
value positions on the matter should not be set aside under a pejorative 
•advocacy* labels any more than feminist studies on gender biases in curriculum 
that see themselves as contributing to overcoming those biases. Obviously, 
those values cannot be hidden, but need to be made transparent and explicit. As 
long as they are» however, the recognition of the key role that values play in 
both the construction of reality and in our attempts to understand it ranks as 
one of the most impc. tant and consequential elements of the way towards a new 
'knowledge culture' in educational policy and planning. 
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The wediation of knowledge and action that is planning faces its most 
formidable challenge as a result of the important transformations in the 
conceptions and structures of knowledge. An important part of this challenge is 
to recognize once again that knowledge is not necessarily limited to informing, 
supporting, and legitimating action, but that it also has the noble, time- 
honored, and vital function of subjecting action to a continuing process of 
critique and reflection. 
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NOTES 



1. This paper is part of a larger project on "The politics of knowledge 
production: Challenges to the knowledge base of social policy", on which the 
author is working in 1988/89 as a Fellow at the Center for Advanced Study in 
the Behavioral Sciences. The Center's and the Spencer Foundation's financial 
support is gratefully acknowledged. 

2. "What is truth on one side of the Pyrenees is error on the other* (Pens^es, 
V. 60-294; 1563, 507). 

3. Exceptions exist, as Bray's study of educational planning in Papua New 
Guinea shows (1984). It is interesting to note, however. Bray's point about 
tendencies toward "re-centralization* even after a period of relatively 
successful decentralization. 

4. "Wherever you look, there is an often hasty and randosly susultaneous 
reception of what had been heretofore suppressed: In Paris Leo Strauss and 
Hannah Arendt, Popper and Adorno; in Berkeley and in Frankfurt L^vi -Strauss, 
Foucault ari Derrida and everywhere Feyerabend and Rorty, sixed with a dash 
of Quine and Putnas' (Habersas 1985, 133). 

5. It should be pointed out, however, that the critical literature in the 
sethdology of the social sciences does open up the possibility of different 
forss of "anticipatory inquiry". There, "prediction" is not based on a deriva- 
tion froa noaological or statistical laws, but on the reconstruction and 
understanding of a sequence of "Justificatory steps" ( "BegrOndungsschritte" ) 
which are linked by an ends-aeans rationale (Schweaaer 1975, 47). 

6. The vigorous rece.it debates about the collection of census data and about 
aachine-readable identity papers in soae Western societies are a case in point. 

7. Hany of these challenges of the established transnational order are not 
siaply anti-Western, but are aore specifically a critique of the aodern West; 
Nandy sees the work of Gandhi as a case in point for this iaportant distinction 
(1981). 
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